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In this article, I argue for a renewed engagement with the practice of revisiting in cultural 
studies, as a way of staying with the particularities, indeterminacies and troubles that fieldwork 
encounters propose. Reflecting on my research alongside internally displaced women in 
Colombia, the article shows how returning to one’s previous engagements can put into question 
former interpretations while serving as an analytical strategy to fully grasp the multiplicity of 
determinations that concretize fieldwork encounters. Moreover, the article offers an approach to 
what I call the 'reflexive revisit,' as a mode of critically engaging with our former work and 
writing, which slows down analysis and conceptualization in a reflexive manner. By suggesting a 
return to one's work and writing as a way to disentangle information from preceding perspectives 
and find new resonances, this paper offers a novel way of engaging with the textures proper to 













Pierre Bourdieu’s posthumously published essay, “Sketch for a Self-Analysis”, revisits the 
complicated relations between the author's professional trajectory, the academic fields in which 
he participated, and the oeuvre he produced. In this regard, it may also be read as a social history 
of some of the concepts that have defined the field of Cultural Studies. One of them is that of 
reflexivity. Writing about his experience in France after military service, Bourdieu comments: 
“the return to my origins was accompanied by a return, but a controlled return, of the repressed” 
(Bourdieu, Sketch for a Self-Analysis 62). As other scholars have pointed out, Bourdieu's early 
studies on rural France were pivotal to the development of his theoretical apparatus (Deer; 
Frangie; Knafo). Returning to his native Béarn allowed him to see himself as a stranger, both as 
an outsider to his community and as a scholar who disrupts the habitual relation between the 
observer and the informant. We can imagine the sense of wonder or the feeling of unease he felt 
as he retraced his steps –the Self becoming the uncanny. He was part of them; however, “the 
entry into another life had imperceptibly distanced me” (Bourdieu 62). It may have been this 
feeling of shock, we can also imagine, what catalyzed the development of what is known to us as 
reflexive methodologies. 
This article is an invitation to stay with this feeling of strangeness as a strategy to further 
critical methodologies in Cultural Studies. Across academic fields, there is a resurgent interest in 
the analytic potential that comes with returning to what was known while feeling out-of-place 
(Eribon). In this direction, the article argues for a renewed engagement with the technique of 
revisiting as a methodological strategy that copes with the erasures and invisibilities that are 
proper to former accounts, in a generative and reflexive manner. Reflexivity, a much-used notion 
in Cultural Studies, refers to the practice of locating our scholarly viewpoints within its field of 
action. At the same time, to revisit is to open an account to a different vantage point. With its 
multivalent lineages and translations, reflexivity is a central gesture in Cultural Studies research 
designs (Berger). While there have been plenty of conceptual discussions around this notion, 
scholars have also noted the lack of concrete guidance on how to displace the Self in a reflexive 
manner (Hamati-Ataya; Knafo; Leander). In this regard, this article offers examples and provides 
a methodological reflection on the analytical potential of revisiting one’s prior research 
engagements. By returning to something that has been previously interpreted, this form of 
revisiting hopes to frame perspective and disposition as factors that determine conceptual 
formulations. To this analytical gesture, the article will be referring to as the reflexive revisit. 




Two questions drive the present argument: in what capacity does the reflexive revisit inform 
a researcher’s present understandings of former interpretations and conceptualizations? How can 
researchers put forward new understandings of their own records without necessarily canceling 
their previous ones? To illustrate, the article reflects on two analytical moments regarding an 
ethnographic study I conducted in Colombia in 2012. The investigation was concerned with how 
the dwellers of a shantytown in Medellín navigate crime-ridden spaces as part of their everyday 
life. The initial process of the analysis suggested that for many dwellers, the occurrence of 
violence was deeply knotted in particular cartography: “home” as the place where the family was 
to be protected, “the street”, the place where criminal groups “corrupted” them. As a result, the 
study argued that dwellers resorted to shared understandings in order to avoid danger and safely 
navigate their surroundings. When this ethnographic record was revisited five years later, 
however, it became evident to me that my conceptual frameset, investigative interest, and 
emotional dispositions had limited my capacity to attend to other layers of meaning associated 
with what dwellers called “home”. Similarly, I was able to trace how the notion of “home” was 
not only a place where the domestic world takes place, but that dwellers also understood it as an 
entanglement of life-forms to which the Self is anchored. As the third section explains, this 
revisit opened the ethnographic record in productive ways and pushed forward interpretation 
towards different conceptual territories: the notion of “home” appeared as a safe space, but also 
as a space for growth and living. 
This article is in conversation with a body of work concerned with the design of reflexive 
methodologies in Cultural Studies (Denzin and Giardina; Lather; Saukko; Ulmer). It also draws 
from the extensive discussions around the uses of revisiting in the fields of sociology and 
anthropology (Burawoy). Much of these literatures attend to studies returning to notes and 
recollections produced by other scholars. By conceptualizing the reflexive revisit, conversely, 
this article sheds light on those less-attended moments when researchers adopt a new perspective 
and return to their own notes and recollections. This mode of engagement, the article argues, can 
be directed in a twofold way: exploring how analysis reveals something previously unseen in the 
record, and how the interpretation of the record says something about the researcher’s former 
perspective. Thinking about change and difference within one’s record demands a reflexive 
distancing from the self –what Bourdieu was ultimately doing in his late works. For this 
distancing to take place, as the second section of the article expands, researchers are invited to 
take seriously their works (and selves) as temporally determined compositions, while considering 




their records as sites that are rich in what here will be called the residue of our ordering 
principles. 
Finally, by problematizing the need for presumed academic certainty and closure, the 
reflexive revisit offers the possibility of attending one’s record with fresh eyes, asking more 
questions, and finding something that may have escaped our interpretational gaze. We cannot be 
sure that whenever we return to our records we will be able to offer a more robust interpretation. 
Each iteration of the analysis is both an act of suppression and of preservation. However, if 
analytical interpretation is always guilty of omission, then it is also always open to 
experimentation. As the article suggests in the concluding section, the reflexive revisit may as 
well be an invitation to slowly explore new, less conclusive, partial forms of academic writing.  
On revisiting in cultural studies 
Cultural Studies practitioners often come back to their work or that of their peers to note changes 
either in the fieldsite or in the analysis (Burawoy; Hammersley). Rooted in the XVIII century 
spirit of replicable and reproducible scientific methodologies, a revisit occurs when a researcher, 
usually undertaking participant observation, returns to an account written at an earlier point in 
time to compare it with their current observations. As a methodological technique, it is 
incorporated into several research designs to assess different elements of a study, such as the 
reliability of analysis once an investigation is repeated in the same location (Holmes; Weiner), 
the correspondences between description and observation in a prior investigation (Geertz, Works 
and Lives), or change in the conditions of the fieldsite (Lewis).  
Burawoy (2003) argues that in a revisit, the differences between former and later accounts 
can be attributed to four different conditions: the nature of the relation between the researcher 
and their interlocutors, theoretical frameworks, internal processes within the studied location, or 
forces that are external to the involved parties. Differences in the analysis have been generally 
attributed to differences in the points of view. However, what happens when the researchers 
return not to their peers’ works but that of themselves? What would change if they go back to 
their works and renderings as a way to trace themselves anew? There is yet little academic 
literature exploring these concerns. However, if we take these questions seriously, we could start 
noticing that there are many generative overlaps between reflexive methodologies and revisiting 
engagements that could be productively explored.  




By bridging these two conceptual apparatuses, this article proposes the notion of the 
reflexive revisit, a technique that slows down analysis and returns to a researcher’s own 
fieldwork record in order to disentangle information from preceding perspectives, find new 
resonances, and frame information in a more comprehensive and contextualized manner. If 
reflexivity is understood as a recognition of a researcher’s own objective positions within the 
intellectual, academic, and social fields (Bourdieu, The Logic of Practice 25), a reflexive revisit, 
then, is a practice that stays with the liveliness of the unthought as a way to reveal new, 
troubling, or unexpected things, both in the record and researcher’s trajectory.  
Conceptually, the reflexive revisit reframes the terms of the engagement by opposing the 
researcher with an image of his former self: to revisit one’s record is to cure former 
interpretations of that which we oversee, by choice or by omission28 (Clifford and Marcus). But 
to allow distancing to occur, the researcher has to meet his endeavor with some sense of 
openness—something that may take some time (Nelson and Hertz). Overall, Bourdieu’s 
reflexive methodologies invite scholars to treat themselves not only as subjects but also as 
objects of research, structuring their reflexive projects as a disclosing of the place from where the 
scholar speaks. Since its moments of inception, this was a collective as well as a time-sensitive 
endeavor (Wacquant). Surprisingly, scholars who have been engaged in the reflexive project tend 
to design methodologies that disclose the limits of their fields and perspectives in the present 
tense, but rarely open themselves or disclose biases in ways that may undermine their former 
positions and politics (Knafo). For explorations of novelty to occur during a revisit, however, the 
reflexive scholar has to set itself in a vulnerable position that recognizes its former subject 
position as an Other—a companion or interlocutor. The reflexive revisit as here proposed, then, 
invites researchers not to practice reflection as a critical engagement with the conceptual 
development of our fields, but to be open to the recognition of the moments when their own 
capacity to know (as opposed to think) tends to fail. This is not a normative but an experimental 
																																								 																				
28 While scholarly reflections on fieldwork revisits tend to emphasize the act of comparing as that which defines it as 
a methodological technique (Amazeen), this article takes an alternative approach by emphasizing on a different 
element of its definition: its impetus to “cure” interpretation. An etymological detour serves us well here. As a verb, 
the word “revisit” is the articulation of the old French visiter (to inspect or examine), the Latin visitare (to come up 
and see), and prefix “pre” (again, back, anew, against). Its accent is placed in the act of looking, vidēre, but it is also 
a frequentative of the verb videō (consider, reflect, see to, care for, provide, make sure), carrying with it the act of 
coming upon the afflicted in a considerate manner. To revisit, etymologically speaking, is not merely looking back 
at something, but also to come back to the place where the aggrieved dwells and offer consolation. 




practice which, through a sustained engagement with our work and material, hopes to attend to 
the past so it may come to us anew (Ulmer).  
Three figures of thought may help unpack this proposition. Here they will be presented 
simply as notions, but the following section will open them through an empirical study. The first 
notion is that of the dweller. To dwell is “always a staying with the things” while making space 
so that something new can flourish (Heidegger 149). In the reflexive revisit, to dwell is to foster 
long-term familiarity with the records collected through our fieldwork engagements (Äkerström, 
Jacobsson, and Wästerfors), to be open for surprise and novelty to take place (Atkinson), or 
simply to re-listen, re-read, and re-cite your words until you are not able to recognize what is 
your voice and what is the echo of our collective scholarly viewpoint. Reflexive scholars as 
dwellers are invited to become familiar with what there is present in their work and writing; not 
in the way a stamp collector knows his pieces but as a homeowner recognizes his bedroom, 
walls, and closets—the forms and beginnings that are not attended to in a brief stopover. 
In this proposition, there is also an invitation to cultivate a sense of wanderlust, which is my 
second figure of thought. Here, the invitation is to move around and explore things within the 
works and records through multiple angles of interpretation. Benjamin’s famous 
autobiographical portrait of his childhood, A Berlin Chronicle, offers a beautiful reflection on 
these playful movement forms. The idea of wandering through the fragments of what one 
remembers is offered as a way of navigating the flux of experience between the edifices of what 
has been established as a memory. Benjamin’s movements illuminate the detail and 
discontinuity, porosity, and labyrinthic simultaneity present in our own works, all of which 
exceed the solidness of the surrounding buildings—we can think about this as the structuring 
forces of the academic field. By cultivating a sense of wanderlust, the researcher learns how to 
move while making things move: some will be accepted, repeated, changed, or simply proven 
wrong in future interpretations.  
The third and final is that of the residue. In reflexive revisiting, researchers are continually 
coming across the residues of their own self and its interpretations. Residues are those things that 
researchers forget about when writing accounts, or that which was left untouched as they build 
stories around central tendencies. Residues illuminate and open up stories that might be 
unsettling to an argument. Identifying these luminous residues may be as much a result of hard 
work as well as the result of a mere coincidence. However, by dwelling and wondering in the 
record, researchers are also learning to listen to the echoes of that which was not quite heard in 




the first place, the unthought, or simply what was left behind. Residues are what is left in the 
aftermath of our interpretations. However, once they are found, they can be put back into a 
trajectory in order to test how multiple lines of thought move, break apart, or stick together.  
Encounters 
My interest in revisiting began as the afterthought of two pedagogical experiments. In 2017, I 
was running a workshop on computational techniques for the analysis of qualitative information. 
In preparation to this workshop, I reviewed the strategies I had used to code the record of an 
ethnographic study I had conducted five years earlier in Colombia. The original study focused on 
how dwellers of a shantytown in the city of Medellín coped with the presence of armed violence. 
I call this place Villa Amor. During interviews, my interlocutors regularly referred to their 
immediate environments. Thus, in my initial analysis, I had argued that violence had spatial 
dimensions. 
Before the workshop and for entirely different reasons, a colleague and I had been doing 
some readings on trauma and migration. We were moved by a somewhat catastrophic question: 
what is it to be, once the world we recognized, ends? At the time, we were trying to think about 
the experience of making a life after being forcefully displaced. I returned to my fieldwork 
archive with this interest in mind. To my surprise, this second iteration of the analysis led me to 
find new and unexpected textures in my interlocutors’ narratives. 
First iteration: maps 
While undergoing participant observation in Villa Amor, the first thing that I learned was to 
navigate risk according to four spatial dimensions: in and out, up and down. Life happens either 
inside the house (the domain of the private) or out, in the streets (the domain of the public). It is 
either “down” (as in downtown) or “up” the mountain slope (where the poor, more violent, and 
“more rural” folks are supposed to live). Home, my interlocutors would say, is the place where 
the family is protected, while the street is the place where criminal gangs and paramilitary groups 
“pervert” them. Down is the space for politics and labor, while up is the space between disorder 
and demise.  
Most of my fieldwork was conducted during daylight. I was trying to be cautious, following 
what my interlocutors recommended. The interviews in this study were conducted in the privacy 
of my interlocutors’ homes, and there were plenty of reasons for that. A couple of weeks before I 




met Antonia29, for example, her and her two children had a violent encounter on their way to the 
corner store. Mateo, one of her kids, stared at a couple of troublemakers selling crack. One of 
them noticed the child, and his body language and demeanor changed. Antonia comments on the 
incidence: “I pretended as if nothing had happened, grabbed my boys quickly, took them back 
home, and locked the doors. That day I had to explain to Mateo why he could not look at those 
men”. It is at home where children find shelter and protection from what Villa Amor dwellers 
identify as “bad influences” (vagrancy, drugs, criminals), and so transactions that occur on the 
streets (going to work, going to school, going to the corner store) are intensively regulated and 
restricted either to particular times (from 8:00 am to 5:30 pm), to specific routes (streets that did 
not intersect with the street corners or liquor stores where the gang members usually are, for 
example), or demand appropriate bodily dispositions (do not make eye contact with strangers, do 
not stop while you walk, and always be attentive to who and what is around you). 
If the street is the space of transit and transaction, home is presented as the space of care and 
nurture. María Clara has two daughters: Sofia, who was six at the time of our conversation, and 
Susana, who was eleven. At some point in the late 90s, her husband decided to move from the 
small town of Valparaíso to Medellín in hopes for a better future for the girls. At the time, María 
Clara knew that Villa Amor was a dangerous place to raise children. However, it was the only 
place where the family could find affordable housing. That is why, during the first seven years in 
the city, María Clara spent most of her time inside the house with the kids. “If I leave, they do 
what they want because girls at Susana’s age tend to rebel”.  
In my initial analysis, I noted that several of my interlocutors talked about home and the 
streets while simultaneously recounting about their life in the shantytown. I interpreted this as 
two facets of a local theory of violence which, retrospectively, I think it is what I was 
conceptually attending to. Antonia, who is also a stay-at-home mom, expands: 
 
Do you know what a vergel is? It is a garden of flowers. For those flowers to sprout, you 
have to take care of them, all the time. […] The garden is your home, and you are the 
gardener. That is how the children are (raised). If you are not paying attention to (the 
children/flowers) at all times, you will not see results. You have to take care of them, keep 
an eye on them, prevent weeds growing out of pavement cracks in sidewalks [...] with time 
you will see good results, and you’ll be happy to look at your flowers finally bloom. 
																																								 																				
29 All the names of my interlocutors are pseudonyms. 





The metaphor of the gardener describes the perceived need for accompaniment, care, and 
overprotection that families see as the ideal model for upbringing. Similarly, it is important to 
highlight how space is also used to differentiate the roses from weeds, the good from the bad. 
These parallels between care and space became more evident to me when I later started tracing 
those moral patterns and common expressions in the narratives of my interlocutors. Those who 
were described as having a good upbringing, for example, were positively labeled as people “de 
la casa” (raised at home) while the ones who were referred to as “callejero” (streetwise) were 
commonly associated with bad morality, alcoholism, infidelity, or crime. This system of 
classification extended to other aspects of everyday interactions, I noted. Several of the Villa 
Amor dwellers that I talked to would classify each other’s moral grounds according to the time 
they spent in each of these spaces. In the same conversation with Antonia, for example, 
references to school, stores, parks, or streets—what happens outside Home—were ascribed as 
spaces for rottenness, ignorance, or bad habits: “nobody wants to see their children (picking bad 
habits), that's why it's better to teach them to stay (inside) the house”. In the voice of a 
community member, the streets are “the best school for boys to learn things they shouldn’t 
learn”.  
In my first analysis, I was trying to identify group behavior and shared values. In doing so, I 
was building an argument around the patterns that emerged from my record, trying to incorporate 
a myriad of views into a solid narrative. But not everything would smoothly fit together. Justina, 
for example, was an outlier case. Mother of two, she had to commute to the neighboring town 
daily, so she did not necessarily avoid the street in her daily routine. In my analysis, however, I 
associated her narrative with that of many others who feared the streets based on a story she told 
me. Justina recalled that on a particular Christmas Eve, as she was coming back from work, she 
saw a doll in the middle of her street. She thought it was an año nuevo. But as she got closer, she 
was shocked to find that it was not a doll, but a beheaded human body. While this is a horrific 
account, it is important to note that there are no further references to the street in the transcript of 
the interview. There are, however, several instances where she talks about walking up and down 
the neighborhood, late at night, after work.  
Katherine’s account illustrates a similar oversight of mine. Yet her narrative illustrates even 
further how, if the street was interpreted as a space that is out of control, then returning home 
could be associated with regaining that control: 





I used to work at the police station, helping them with the cleaning. I would go two or three 
days a week, until one of the boys (gang members) stopped me, asked me why I was going 
to the station so frequently and called me a sapa (snitch). […] I told them that it was my job 
[...], and the guy began yelling “get her, get her, it’s her”. I panicked and ran back home. I 
didn’t leave my house for days; I just sat in the corner of my room crying. I spent a whole 
month in bed taking painkillers because I was terrified. I was vomiting; my nose was 
bleeding [...] my friends told me, “don’t cry. Just go and talk to them” but I was too scared, 
nerve-wracked, and I couldn’t even go out and talk [...] then they said “go and talk to them, 
they probably don’t know what you're doing there”, but I couldn’t [...] I was incapable. My 
dad (regularly) gave me aromatic teas to calm me down. […] what else was I supposed to 
do?  
Second iteration: building, dwelling, thinking 
During my initial analysis, I was attending to the lived experiences of my interlocutors as 
dwellers of Villa Amor. Over the years, I realized that this narrow interest constrained my 
interpretation to the immediate physical environment that I was interacting with. By doing so, I 
overlooked the fact that the vast majority of my interlocutors had been forcibly displaced from 
rural and indigenous communities amidst the Colombian Civil War just a few years before. How 
did this happen? I may have been projecting my personal fears and insecurities into the 
narratives of my interlocutors. I was seeing violence and repression, where they expressed their 
agency and capacity to contest the almost geometrical cartographies of violence that I was trying 
to write about.  
I do not think that I was mistaken. It was an account that came from an interpretative 
perspective in which I was trained in. This analysis also served me years later as a baseline from 
where to return to during my revisit. Most of the arguments offered during my first interpretation 
could still be defended on an empirical basis. While I was arguing for a singular story, my 
interlocutors were telling me plural stories, each tied to the perspective from the region they were 
coming from. However, what was truly surprising for me to find was a significant equivocation 
in my interpretation: the notion of “home”, which I have been tracing, could be read both the 
topos (τόπος), where dwellers find shelter from violence as I had argued, but also as a set of 
relations that define one’s place in and for life (χώρα).  




I realized this as I returned to some notes I had taken from a conversation with Ana. Ana 
was a fragile yet affectionate woman in her mid-forties. I met Ana by chance in early January of 
2012 while she was working in the kitchen of a small café in the lower parts of Villa Amor. It 
was on a rainy afternoon, I was the only client in the place, the TV antenna was broken, and so, 
as I waited for the rain to stop, we began to chat. We talked about local food and recipes. She is a 
terrific chef, so I asked her where she had learned to cook. Ana told me she was not native to 
Medellín, but from a small town called Villagarzón, in the region of Putumayo. I also learned 
that she had migrated in early 2000s due to a series of unfortunate events, ranging from floods, 
the loss of her family’s crops during a hot summer, to the death of her mother by the hands of 
armed groups. Although she doesn’t think about herself this way, she is an internally displaced 
person.  
Ana is a true survivor. I was fascinated by her story, so a few days later I came back to the 
café and asked her if I could interview her as part of my research. We met the following 
afternoon. My questions revolved around concerns on the everyday life in a war zone, but her 
answers gravitated towards other things, such as her garden or passionfruit vines she took care of 
as a kid. In my previous analysis, I did not regard Ana's words as sufficient in themselves. 
Instead, I was interested in the bits and pieces that I could connect with the group experience of 
the dweller in Villa Amor. When I revisited the record, however, what struck me the most was 
how she talked about nature. Something resonated. In the transcript, both nature and Ana shared 
a similar path, both being afflicted by the emergence of coca crops, agroindustry, and the 
extraction of crude oil. Nature was also “home”, and there was a profound interdependence in 
the trajectory of this space and herself. Both were afflicted and exhausted.  
I want to slow down and reflect upon this. Home, as I expanded in the previous section, can 
be interpreted as a part of a cartography of violence. However, in Ana's account, it is not only a 
spatial dimension but a set of ontological relations. When Ana spoke about her experience in 
Medellín, about the bodily movements between the home and the street, she was alluding to 
more than a need for protection and security, as I experienced it. She was also not talking about 
different interactions. When she spoke about houses, churches, or corner stores (or how she 
walked, crossed, entered, or avoided them), she was referring to the same things that I could see, 
touch, and smell. She probably felt what her neighbors and I were feeling: insecurity, anxiety, 
and uncertainty. Her words indeed had the same connotations that they had in my 




understandings, but they were also offering meanings that exceeded the narrow parameters of my 
words. In the notes I took that day, I can read: “there is something I am not quite grasping”. 
In moments of doubt, I tend to open my dictionary. When dwellers talked about their 
“casas” (homes) as a place for protection, I realized during the revisit that I had assumed they 
were using it as in its Latin root focaris: a place for solace and family gathering far from what is 
public and uncontrollable. This made sense to me once “casa” was articulated as a concept into 
the doxa of Villa Amor. Nonetheless, as I revisited Ana’s transcript deliberately attending to the 
experience of forced displacement, her former “casa” appeared to me as a place determined by 
the relations between her beinghood and the land, soil, crops, water, and “selva” that were there 
present. Phrases such as “Uno es del campo” (one comes from the land), “yo solo sé de la tierra” 
(I only know about the earth), “a mi lo que me hace falta es el rio” (what I miss is the river), or 
“esta vida no es para el que trabaja, sino para el que hace plata” (life in the shantytown is for 
those who make money, not for those who work), made me realize that Casa was not only a 
space where violence is avoided. Casa also signaled something that is longed, as it provided 
something else to this woman: Casa, as in its Latin root domus, is both a space of congregation 
and as a firm place which enables the occurrence of life. 
This way of addressing home emerges in Ana’s narrative as a place that does not exist 
anymore, but that still affect her body and her everyday practices. Casa occurs in the soil. Casa 
occurs in the River. Casa is working the land. Without Casa, there is no life, as there is no being 
without Casa. Thus, I argued in my revisit, that when the relations between an individual and 
their Casa are dislocated (as in forced displacement), a form of existence is forced to stop—or 
something new is forced to emerge. To better understand the contours of this argument, I want to 
recur to a verse from the narrative poem La Ruina (2008), by the Colombian peasant and poet 
Julio César Arciniegas, as I do think that some realities first “need to be fictionalized before they 
can be apprehended” (Das 39):  
 
Since my origins there are fewer trees and more gallows, 
Dark greenery and miserable tables of mud, slates and 
ripped apart wood, fallen walls, a broken and shifting garden, 
shattered walls and terraces, candles cut into three pieces, 
Parched paths, thistles, veins of mourning briers, 
Dumb flowers, stones that bite the blood of tedium 




And an unusual planting of birds that spreads across the 
Holy land of the roads30 
 
Arciniegas’s prose is profoundly entangled with the land. He calls himself the “Poeta de la 
tierra” (poet of the land), working on his coffee plantations in the afternoon and writing until the 
sunset—the Marxist utopia, for sure. In most of his works, Nature appears as the main 
protagonist, and the poet is simply a person who seeks communion with it. “La Ruina”, however, 
is a poem about the desolation, decay, and misery amidst the Colombian drama. Of pain and 
injustice, in the Arciniegas’s words. It ends in the “Holy land of the roads”, displacement, a 
divine path that takes him out of this seemingly corrupted nature. It is human-made decay; this is 
signaled through its references to the shattering of walls or the broken gardens. It is nonetheless a 
violent ruin; references scattered throughout the prose. But what calls my attention the most is 
how the poem begins by declaring a being-as-event (“since my origins”) who is in and through 
its relations to the decaying of an environment (Casa), and whose only alternative is to transcend 
to the after-life (or another life, at least). In “La Ruina”, the domestic space is offered as an 
image of an entanglement which co-constitutes the experience of the narrator as a being-in-the-
world. Said differently, what is ruined in the poem is not human life itself, but a place-as-
relations which enables the conditions of possibility for a particular form of being.  
This reading does, in fact, resonate with the life experience of many of the dwellers that I 
met back during my fieldwork experiences, many of them widows who were not able to find a 
place to call home in the aftermath of displacement. Several of my interlocutors stayed in their 
homes to protect themselves and their kin from the violent environment in which they live, yes, 
but one could also imagine a situation where there is no self without a Casa and wonder about 
how she placed herself in the world. The paradox is that, by definition, they are people out of 
place. And people like Ana, who is no longer an exception but a mass phenomenon that defines 
politics in our times, really do not know where to be in the world if it is not in their homes.  
																																								 																				
30 Translated by the author of this article. The original version, in Spanish, goes as follows: “Desde mi origen hay 
menos árboles y más cadalsos, / matas oscuras y miserables mesas de lodo, pizarras y maderas arrancadas, muros 
caídos, un jardín roto y mudable, / tapiales y bancales arrasados, velas cortadas en tres pedazos, veredas de 
sequedad, cardos, venas de espinos enlutados, / flores mudas, piedras que muerden la sangre del tedio / y una 
insólita siembra de pájaros que se esparce por la tierra santa de los caminos.” 





The two analytical moments presented above took place five years apart. However, they share a 
common research interest: the relation between space and violence. While the record remained 
the same, two different interpretations were offered. In the first iteration of the analysis, I was 
interested in how Villa Amor dwellers navigate space in their everyday life. By framing my 
research this way, I constrained my gaze to the immediate area; hence, my interpretation argued 
that the notion of “home” (as opposed to the “street”) was a place which serves as a moral 
compass to the community. Upon revisiting my records, I was interested in thinking about space 
in relation to previous life experiences. This curiosity led me to pay attention to how my 
interlocutors used the same notions I was tracing in my initial analysis when they evoked those 
places where they originally came. Home appeared in different ways: as an entanglement that 
provides grounds to both experiences and being, a horizon which calls for a sense of community, 
an entanglement of matter and force, a marker of identity, subjectivity, and as an onto-epistemic 
anchor.  
By bringing these two interpretations together, I was able to re-conceptualize home as space 
where life concretizes, not just symbolically but also materially and affectively, and thus, it is not 
only a space to dwell but a place that dwells in us. In my later account, my two interpretations 
did not cancel one another but instead produced something different. In the same way, this later 
account was not a synthesis or a reframing of my study, but a sum of interpretations. It was only 
in the act of retelling the two analytic moments that the new concept could be fully grasped. This 
articulation of interpretations is what I refer to as the cure: an accumulation of multiple 
perspectives from where a thicker description (Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures 6) could be 
put forward.  
This second interpretation was the product of five years of familiarity with the record, as 
well as of personal growth and exploration. In my first analysis, I was a graduate student in 
Colombia interested in building a cohesive narrative about everyday life in a particular 
community. In the second moment, I was leading a workshop, wandering, and being open to 
what the record had to offer. In these years, new experiences and understandings brought new 
perspectives on how I could make sense of the lives of others. My changed circumstances, be it 
attaining certain academic degrees, becoming a Latino in the US, or simply being a person who 




is older than the one who underwent participant observation, might have affected how I returned 
to the record and saw new meanings in what I had overlooked in my earlier analysis.  
Finally, this revisit showed to me that, while interpretation is a partial illumination of the 
record collected during fieldwork, not all illumination implies an understanding. Qualitative 
interpretations are composed of the vestiges of human-to-human encounters, which can be 
characterized as inherently precarious and always open to misunderstandings. In revisiting, 
however, learning from these misunderstandings proved to be generative in their way. In my first 
analysis, Ana’s story was articulated with the theory of cartographies of violence I was 
composing. As a result, I was reading Ana’s words not in their uniqueness, but as a part of the 
larger whole I was seeing. In my second analysis, Ana’s words became a residue that disrupted 
the smoothness of my interpretation. They did so when I realized that, in translating her 
understanding of the notion of “home” into my conceptual scaffold, there had been an 
equivocation. An equivocation, Eduardo Viveiros de Castro argues, takes place when a word 
refers to two different things depending on the point of view from where it is articulated. 
Equivocations are not mistakes, but a failure to understand that understandings are necessarily 
not the same—instead, they are partially connected (de la Cadena 4). The equivocation regarding 
Ana’s narrative, nonetheless, exposed complexities and unsettled my linear understanding by 
pushing my concepts to new territories.  
Concluding remarks 
This article makes a case for revisiting the record of one’s former investigative undertakings as 
an interpretative and reflexive practice. By delaying closure, the article invites Cultural Studies 
practitioners to explore both the incompleteness of former interpretations as well as the 
possibilities of offering new arguments. Comparing two moments in a slow-paced ethnographic 
investigation, the article shows how revisiting could be a useful technique in the development of 
grounded concepts. A reflexive revisit, the article argued, can be directed in a twofold way: 
exploring how secondary analysis reveals something previously unseen in the record, and how 
the interpretation of the record says something about a researcher’s former analytical 
perspective. Reflecting on my work, I showed that by slowing down, taking time to know the 
record, and returning to it at a later point in my life, I could see the limits of my former 
perspective as well as cast my concepts anew.  




Certain modes of unfolding the textures that the fieldwork offer may happen too hastily, 
given personal or institutional constraints. Others force us to slow down, sharpen our focus, and 
attend carefully to the fabrics of everyday life. “Ideas occur to us”, writes Max Weber (136), 
“when they please, not when it pleases us”. The reflexive revisit offers a middle point between 
these two dispositions, as it is a technique that fosters partial interpretations and reflexive 
conclusions. These can be experimental in the form: a multiplicity of designs that help us capture 
the ambiguity of the world as it presents itself through our fieldwork encounters. Michael refers 
to this type of intellectual products as prototypes: highly finished design objects that enable 
inventive problem-making. Prototypes do not describe; they illuminate while embracing the 
shades they produce. Partial interpretations can be designs for thinking details in our accounts, 
forms of capturing that which escapes our habitual analytical glance. They can also be iterations 
of the analysis in which there is a constant displacement of concepts, tracing down the limits, and 
the excess. In one of his later poems, Arciniegas asks, “¿sin la palabra dónde viviríamos?” 
(Without the word, where would we live?). Interpretation fosters thought as well as life. 
Researchers cannot cancel former interpretations but move, control, and displace them so that 
more thoughtful descriptions can take place.  
Finally, the reflections proposed by this article suggest that returning to oneself demands a 
reconceptualization of the figure of the researcher-author in reflexive methodologies. Instead of 
presupposing the fixed identity of the scholar who builds his oeuvre as an accumulation of 
discoveries, the reflexive revisit invites us to critically understand oneself and our viewpoints as 
the product of particular social relations and determinations. To practice a revisiting on one’s 
record demands a reflexive de-familiarization that becomes productive as one can detect former 
limits and constraints—and thus, liberate one’s practice from them. This is an individual 
reflection in which the self-becomes an object of inquiry, an external entity that is not part in the 
present, that can only be reached in a level of maturity where one can detect the process of 
internalization of the social structures that generate practical knowledge. This is, ultimately, what 
the project of Cultural Studies is all about.  
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